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Commissioner for Patents 

P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450 



Sir: 

This is the Applicant's Petition from the final Office Action, mailed August 3, 
2005 (Paper No.08022005). 

This petition is being filed with a Request for Continued Examination. 

A three-month extension is requested for this response. 

Statement of Facts 

Drawing Objection: 

1 . The drawings were objected to under 37 C.F.R. § 1 .83(a) for failing to show 
every feature of the claimed invention. Specifically, the Office Action stated that the 
"optical port through the substrate of at least one of the first membrane device" of claims 
8 and 17 was not shown in the drawings. 



2. Fig. 1 from the application is as follows: 
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FIG-1 



Please note reference numerals 122- A, 122-B referring to ports through substrates 
1 14- A, 1 14-B, respectively. 

3. Paragraph 0020 of the instant published application, US 2005/0134962 Al, 
provides: 
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New matter objection of specification and rejection of claim 14 

1. The previous amendment was objected to for introducing new matter. 

Specifically, claim 14 was rejected because the specification failed to provide support for 
"flexures enabling the electrostatic deflection of the... membrane." 

2. Fig. 1 above shows flexures 124A, 124B. 

3. Paragraph 0021 of the instant published application, US 2005/0134962 Al, 
provides: 
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Argument 

Drawing Objection: 

The optical port through the substrate is clearly shown in the figure. Specifically, 
Fig. 1 shows a first optical port 122- A through substrate A and optical port 122-B 
through substrate B. Thus, the figures show the subject matter of the claims. 

Thus, withdrawal of these objections is respectfully requested. 

New matter objection of specification and rejection of claim 14 
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The original specification and claims clearly show and describe flexures that 
enable the deflection of the membrane 120. 

Thus, withdrawal of this objection and rejection is respectfully requested. 

For the foregoing reasons, Applicant believes that the pending objections should 
be withdrawn. Should any questions arise, please contact the undersigned. 



Respectfully submitted, 
Houston Eliseeva LLP 



By /grant houston/ 
J. Grant Houston 
Registration No.: 35,900 
4 Militia Drive, Ste. 4 
Lexington, MA 02421 
Tel.: 781-863-9991 
Fax: 781-863-9931 



Date: June 5, 2006 
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